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The issue is whether appellant met his burden of proof to establish that he sustained an
eyeinjury in the performance of duty.

The Board has duly reviewed the case record in the present appeal and finds that the case
isnot in posture for decision due to a conflict in the medical evidence.

An employee seeking benefits under the Federal Employees Compensation Act’ has the
burden of establishing the essential elements of his or her clam including the fact that the
individual is an “employee of the United States’ within the meaning of the Act, that the claim
was timely filed within the applicable time limitation period of the Act, that an injury was
sustained in the performance of duty as alleged and that any disability and/or specific condition
for which compensation is claimed are causally related to the employment injury.> These are the
essential elements of each compensation claim regardless of whether the claim is predicated
upon atraumatic injury or an occupational disease.

To establish that an injury was sustained in the performance of duty in an occupational
disease claim, a claimant must submit the following: (1) medical evidence establishing the
presence or existence of the disease or condition for which compensation is claimed; (2) a
factual statement identifying employment factors alleged to have caused or contributed to the
presence or occurrence of the disease or condition; and (3) medical evidence establishing that the
employment factors identified by the claimant were the proximate cause of the condition for
which compensation is claimed or, stated differently, medical evidence establishing that the
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diagnosed condition is causally related to the employment factors identified by the claimant.
The medical evidence required to establish a causal relationship is rationalized medical opinion
evidence. Rationalized medical opinion evidence is medical evidence which includes a
physician’s rationalized opinion on the issue of whether there is a causal relationship between
the claimant’s diagnosed condition and the implicated employment factors. The opinion of the
physician must be based on a complete factual and medical background of the claimant, must be
one of reasonable medical certainty, and must be supported by medical rationale explaining the
nature of the relationship between the diagnosed condition and the specific employment factors
identified by the claimant.*

In the present case, appellant aleged that he sustained retinal pigment epithelial
detachment and central serous retinopathy due to stress at work. The Office of Workers
Compensation Programs accepted that appellant’s working the night shift at the employing
establishment constituted a compensable employment factor. The Office properly determined
that other claimed employment factors, such as adenia of arequest to change work hours, heavy
work load and inadequate lighting, were not established as employment factors.® By decision
dated June 8, 1995, the Office denied appellant’s claim on the grounds that he did not submit
sufficient medical evidence in support thereof and, by decisions dated September 29, 1995 and
May 6, 1996, the office denied modification of its June 8, 1995 decision.

Section 8123(a) of the Act provides in pertinent part: “If there is disagreement between
the physician making the examination for the United States and the physician of the employee,
the Secretary shall appoint a third physician who shall make an examination.”® When there are
opposing reports of virtually equal weight and rational e, the case must be referred to an impartial
medical s;oecialist, pursuant to section 8123(a) of the Act, to resolve the conflict in the medical
evidence.

The Board finds that there is a conflict in the medical evidence between the government
physician, Dr. Herman L. Rundle, and appellant’s physician, Dr. Shahla Abedi, on the issue of
whether appellant sustained an employment-related eye injury.® In a report dated December 4,
1995, Dr. Abedi indicated that the stress of working on the night shift contributed to appellant’s
central serous retinopathy. Dr. Abedi indicated that the medical literature clearly showed that
stress can cause or aggravate this condition. In a report dated April 17, 1996, Dr. Rundle
indicated that appellant’s central serous retinopathy was not employment related. He generally
indicated that the etiology of this condition is not known, but that “a viral or psychosomatic
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cause has often been suspected.” Dr. Rundle noted that there was no proof that stress or excess
light was related to central serous retinopathy.

Consequently, the case must be referred to an impartial medical specialist to resolve the
conflict in the medical opinion evidence between the government physician, Dr. Rundle, and
appellant’s physician, Dr. Abedi, on the issue of whether appellant sustained an employment-
related eye injury. On remand the Office should refer appellant, along with the case file and the
statement of accepted facts, to an appropriate specialist for an impartial medical evaluation and
report including a rationalized opinion on whether appellant sustained an employment-related
eye injury. After such further development as the Office deems necessary, the Office should
issue an appropriate decision regarding appellant’s claim.

The decisions of the Office of Workers' Compensation Programs dated May 6, 1996 and
September 29, 1995 are set aside and the case remanded to the Office for further proceedings
consistent with this decision of the Board.
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